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The view under consideration affirms the following three sentences:
(i) The Father and the Son are persons.
(2) The Father is not the same person as the Son.
(3) The Father is the same God as the Son. If we are given an instance of equivalence schema (E) by substituting 'person' for 'A' and 'the Father' and 'the Son' for 'a' and 'b', then, by truth-functional logic, (i) and (2) imply 'The Father is not identical to the Son'. On the other hand, if in (E) 'A' is replaced by 'God', and 'a' and 'b' by 'the Father' and 'the Son', then from (3) we get 'The Father is identical to the Son'. Thus we see that if (E) is accepted we end in the contradiction: 'The Father is not identical to the Son and the Father is identical to the Son. ' There are at least two ways one might respond to this appearance of inconsistency. One might hold that while we can say there is one God, this should not be taken to imply that the divine persons are all the same God: oneness is to be taken as expressing some form of unity (perhaps to be found in such features of the divine persons as necessary harmony of will) but not as expressing identity.2 We will not concern ourselves here with this line of response. Rather, we will consider the view that (a) holds that the three according to this, when we say this man, pointing to Christ, the eternal suppositum is necessarily meant, with Whose eternity a beginning in time is incompatible. Hence this is false ; This man began to be. Nor does it matter that to begin to be refers to the human nature, which is signified by this word man; because the term placed in the subject is not taken formally so as to signify the nature, but is taken materially so as to signify the suppositum_ I think it fair to say the disagreement here is of a linguistic nature and is not a religious disagreement. For, on the theory
